Using panel data from the Spanish Ministry of Science and Technology from 1999 to 2007, this paper is the first to analyze the relationship between ownership structure and the Human Resources strategy in Spain. One of our key findings is that two stable HR strategy equilibria exist: a high commitment strategy, with firms, paying higher wages and spending more on training than their competitors, and a low commitment strategy. We find that corporate and foreign blockholders increase the probability that firms follow a high commitment HR strategy, while family ownership, if combined with family management is negatively related to the choice of a high commitment strategy. However, we find that blockholders may mitigate this negative effect by giving family firms access to new technologies and strategies. Our results show that a high commitment HR strategy is desirable for most firms, since it leads to higher productivity and profitability in the long run. However, some firms may prefer a low commitment strategy, if it is more consistent with the firm's overall strategy.
Introduction
As long as firms are studied scientifically, scholars are searching for the underlying causes of firm's performance and success. Those studies that want to explain the firms' performance usually include factors like capital structure, competition, export orientation, R&D and ownership structure as independent variables. However, even after controlling for all these variables, significant differences in firms' performance may remain. This may be due to the impact of Human Resources Management, which have recently received more attention. It could be an important element to explain part of this difference in the firms' performance in the long run. The motivation of this paper is to bring further insights into the choice of the Human Resources Management strategy and its impact on the firm's performance.
A better knowledge of the performance-influencing elements, in our case the Human Resources Management (HRM) strategy, is of great interest for various groups of decision makers.
Managers are interested to increase the productivity and performance of their managed companies and can directly implement favorable HRM structures. Policy makers can design constraints and laws that favor HRM strategies aiming at stable long term results and employment. Investors want to invest in firms, in which the HRM strategy leads to the most promising long-term rate of return. Finally, researchers are interested to understand better the functionality of a firm, including the interdependency of the HRM strategy.
In this paper, we focus particularly on high-commitment Human Resources Management, which has become an important topic in both theory and practice. Basically, the idea of highcommitment HRM is that a particular bundle of Human Resources (HR) practices has the potential to improve employee attitude and behavior, to lower the levels of absenteeism and labor turnover, and to increase the levels of productivity, quality and customer service, which might have the ultimate effect of generating higher levels of profitability. Furthermore, the widely used phrase of high-commitment HRM stands for various objectives in the area of Human Resources. First, employees should work in the best interest of the organization with a deep understanding of the firm's interests. Second, employees should be flexible and be willing to take assignments different from their usual work. Finally, employees should anticipate and decide on their own what needs to be done. Various HR practices, like employment guarantees, job enlargement, premium wages, extensive training and job rotation, have been developed to reach these goals (Baron & Kreps (1999) ). During the last years, its popularity has risen steadily and there exist many studies of successful examples implementing high-commitment HRM (e.g. Appelbaum et al. (2000) , Astrachan & Kolenko (1994) and Guest et al. (2000) ).
In our analysis, we will assess the HR practices each firm uses and deduce the applied HR strategy. In particular, we will distinguish between high commitment HRM firms, low commitment HRM ones and firms in a transition state that use some, but not all practices of high commitment HRM.
The second focus of the paper is the role of ownership structure. Most studies analyze the direct link between the ownership structure and the company's performance (e.g. Demsetz & Lehn (1985) ; Demsetz & Villalonga (2001) ) while others concentrate more on the relationship between ownership structure and corporate strategy, like diversification, R&D or growth (e.g. Baysinger, Kosnik & Turk (1991) ). Very little research has been conducted on the link between ownership structure and the Human Resources strategy.
One of the few studies is Deakin & Rebérioux (2007) , who compared the ownership and HRM situation in France and Britain. In particular, they distinguished between listed and non-listed companies and the presence of institutional investors. They found that listed companies in France follow a "high-road"-HRM approach. That is, French companies pay above-industry wages and invest heavily in training. On the other hand, they limit the number of "core" employees and outsource remaining work to subcontractors. British companies, on the other hand, due to weak labour laws and intense financial pressures, are unwilling to enter into longterm commitments with employees, and favor a strategy of cost-cutting and labor intensification, or "low-road" approach.
The absence of more studies is quite surprising, since the HR strategy can be considered as an elementary part of the firm's strategy. We want to close this gap in the literature by conducting a detailed analysis of the relationship between different types of ownership and the chosen HR strategy. While Deakin & Rebérioux (2007) did a comparison on the macro level, we want to analyze at the micro level the causes behind the choice of a specific HR strategy.
Our analysis consists of three steps: First, the HR strategy is analyzed and the stability of a chosen strategy is evaluated. Second, we investigate the long-term effects of a chosen HR strategy, in particular the company's performance, the growth rates and the productivity. Finally, we analyze if the decision about the HRM strategy is related with the ownership structure, in particular with the presence of family control and corporate blockholders. By definition, family firms are controlled actively by a family group, while a corporate blockholder is a company or investor that holds at least 25% of the target firm.
Regarding family firms, they differ from non-family firms in terms of values, objectives and strategic behavior (Donckels & Frohlich (1991) , Singer & Donoho (1992) ). While family firms exhibit some specific competitive advantages like long-term orientation, flexibility and family culture as a source of commitment, they also have some crucial disadvantages, like conflicts of interests because of personal objectives of the family members, and risk-averse behavior due to a lack of diversification of the family's investments. Some family firms may also be engaged in nepotism and primogeniture, where the eldest son succeeds his father in managing the firm. All these characteristics limit the opportunities for family firms to acquire resources, especially intangible knowledge-based assets such as technologies, well-known brands or qualified personnel (Fernández & Nieto (2006) , Dierickx & Cool (1989) ), including the introduction of new HRM practices.
However, the presence of corporate blockholders could mitigate the negative aspects of family ownership. Besides financial advantages, a corporate blockholder can provide technological, commercial and organizational knowledge (Allen & Phillips (2000) ). Furthermore, management quality may improve, because the selection criteria for managers will be based more on qualifications (Bijmolt & Zwart (1994) ). Not surprisingly, it is becoming more common for family firms to have corporate blockholders because they have sold part of their equity to another company (Fernández & Nieto (2006) ).
We use data of Spanish small and medium firms. Spain is a suitable country for our investigation because the analysis of the relationship between ownership type and strategic behaviour is especially important in Europe, where ownership is concentrated and the most frequent blockholders are families and non-financial corporations. In fact, outside the AngloSaxon world, most firms are family owned and non-listed. Furthermore, small and medium companies are responsible for the majority of businesses.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: In the second section, we will explain the theoretical background and previous findings in detail, in particular those related to Human Resource Management and ownership structure, from which we derive our research hypotheses.
The third section describes the sample, the variables and the research technique. In the fourth section, we analyze the results and explain the findings. Finally, we conclude in the fifth section.
Theoretical background and previous findings

Human Resources Management
High commitment HRM
In recent years, the importance of Human Resources Management has increased and there has been much interest in the notion of high commitment HRM, also referred as "best practice HRM" or "high performance work systems". High commitment HRM is a fashionable term for HR practices that aim at getting more from workers by giving more to them (Baron & Kreps (1999) ). It can be part of Total Quality Management and is related to the management style of traditional large Japanese firms. Baron & Kreps (1999) define three goals that are pursued in high commitment HRM: First, employees should work in the best interest of the organization with a deep understanding of the firm's interests. Second, employees should be flexible and be willing to take assignments different from their usual work. Finally, employees should anticipate and decide on their own what needs to be done.
To accomplish these goals, Baron & Kreps (1999) and Pfeffer (1998) state various HR practices from which organizations pick and choose: -Employment guarantees: with the exception of massive errors and misbehaviour, workers will not be laid off.
-Selective hiring and sophisticated selection -Egalitarianism in word and deed: de-emphasis of distinctions among workers at different levels of hierarchy. Creation of teams. Abolishment of symbolic distinctions like separate dining facilities or reserved parking spots. A problem with the various "best practices" lists (e.g. J. Delery & Huselid (1996) , Wood & de Menezes (1998) ) is that there are inconsistencies between studies, with some study ignoring one factor but including another. Although high complementarities between the practices exist, companies seldom implement all of them, but only a few. In the following we will focus especially on two practices, training and premium wages, which play a central role in the high commitment HR strategy, since both have a direct connection to the total personnel expenses (Perraudin, Petit & Reberioux (2008) ) and are, therefore, in the focus of HR managers.
Elements of high-commitment HRM: Training and efficiency wages
Training
The first element of high commitment HRM we focus on is training. Why should firms train their workers? Following Human Capital Theory, firms train workers to increase the firm's profits (Baron & Kreps (1999) ). When deciding whether or not to invest in human capital, the firm calculates three expected net present values: the cost of training, the benefits of training and the increase of the salary that must be paid to the employee because of the training. To be worthwhile, the benefits of the training must exceed the costs and the increase of the salary.
Various benefits from training exist for firms. They depend basically on the length of time the employee can be expected to work with the firm 3 , the skills the employee has before undergoing the training and the extend to which the skills provided by the training complement the existing skills (Baron & Kreps (1999) ). The value of the training, provided to employees, to the firm depends on the improvement of those employees' productivity. If some particular skills are critical for the performance of the company, it may pay for the company to provide those skills through training, even at the risk of loosing some trained employees to other companies.
Besides the improvement of productivity, further benefits of training exist: gift exchange, screening through training, spillovers, and reinforcing culture. With gift exchange is meant that employees might view investments in training as a gift given to them (Balkin & Richebé (2007) ). By providing the training the firm has signalled its good intentions for the future.
Therefore, the employee can more comfortably make investments in his relationship with the firm, thereby making the relationship more efficient. Another benefit training may provide is the screening of potential employees, since the general working conditions and employment practices offered by an organization will influence prospective employees to self-select (Baron & Kreps (1999) ). Firms that offer training will attract employees who desire training. Those employees are usually persons, who want to grow in their job, value the acquisition of skills, are generally curious and are ambitious. If training is transferred from a trained employee to an untrained employee, this effect is called spillover. This spillover often happens informally.
However, the employee who received the training can also be asked to give seminars in order to teach the other employees what he have learned (Dearden, Reed & Van Reenen (2006) ). Finally, training might reinforce the culture of the company. Companies that want to foster a culture of a "learning organization" will reap important symbolic benefits from training their workers (Baron & Kreps (1999) ).
There is little doubt that there has been a growing recognition of the importance of individual and organizational learning as a source of sustained competitive advantage (Marchington & Wilkinson (2005) ). Wright & Gardner (2003) considered training as one of the most important elements of high commitment HRM. When measuring the training, the time as well as the effort devoted to learning opportunities is important. Various proxies have been used to measure the intensity of the training: the number of training days received by all workers, the proportion of workers who have been trained, the budget set aside for training, the training spending per worker, or the establishment of agreed training targets over a two-year period (Marchington & Wilkinson (2005) ).
In a survey from the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD), one forth of the firms answered to train their workers at least one month per year, while 13 per cent admitted that they provided no training at all (Guest et al. (2000) ). West et al. (2002) used several measures for assessing training in their study of hospitals, which were related to the amount of money spent. Guest et al. (2003) focused instead on the amount of training received by workers.
Besides the quantity aspects like time and money, it is also important to identify the type and quality of the training. It is important that the training is able to increase the individuals' skill base or to broaden their experience and that training is designed to increase the promotability within the organization (J. ).
Premium wages
Regarding high worker compensation, Pfeffer (1998) observes two elements in practice: higher than average compensation (premium wages) and performance-related reward, which both send a signal to employees that they deserve to be rewarded for superior contributions. In order to attract and retain high-quality workers, compensation must be at a level in excess of that for comparable workers in other organizations (Marchington & Wilkinson (2005) ).
Most studies focus on incentive based pay and create various proxies related to this. Huselid (1995) includes two measures: the proportion of the workforce who has access to company incentive schemes and the proportion whose performance appraisals are used to determine their compensation. However, incentive based pay is rarely used for production workers. For example, two thirds of the respondents of the CIPD survey in the UK (Guest et al. (2000)) replied that their organizations did not make use of individual performance related pay for their non-managerial employees.
Following this study, premium wages are the compensation scheme that is used more frequently among workers, where the company pays the worker more than he would earn in the market.
The idea of premium wages is very related to that of efficiency wages, for which several theories exist of why managers pay higher wages than their competitors. Some of these theories have their origin in the neoclassic economy, while others originate from sociology and psychology.
From the neoclassical view, Stiglitz (1987) presents three arguments for paying wages above the industry level: avoiding shirking, minimizing turnover and adverse selection.
The model for avoiding shirking was advanced by Shrader & Simon (1997) and is based on the assumption that workers have generally the tendency to shirk. To ensure high productivity, workers must fear significant punishment if they shirk, which would be the dismissal of the worker in the worst case. However, a layoff is only a punishment for the worker, if he cannot find an equally paid job outside the company. If the wage in an alternative employment is similar, workers would not fear a dismissal; thus, it would not reduce their incentives to shirk.
Paying the worker a wage above the industry level increases the punishment of a dismissal and achieves lower levels of shirking.
Furthermore, Salop (1979) and Stiglitz (1974) argued that higher compensation might lower the turnover. The idea is that the dismissal and recruiting of employees is costly for the company. It faces direct costs for the interviews and the recruiting process as well as indirect costs through additional training.
Finally, the adverse selection theory by Stiglitz (1987) is based on the assumption that workers know best about their own abilities. Firms, on the other hand, cannot screen applicants either before or after applying. Thus, if there exist two companies, one high paying and one low paying, all high ability workers will apply for the high paying firm, whereas low ability workers will apply to both companies. This happens because the reservation wage of the high ability workers is higher and the low paying firm is not a viable alternative to them. Therefore, the high paying firm gets on average workers with a higher ability.
Besides the neoclassical theories, premium wages can also be justified with theories from sociology (gift-exchange, fair-wage/effort) (e.g. Akerlof (1982) , Rabin (1993) , Dufwenberg & Kirchsteiger (2000) , Fehr & Schmidt (2000) ) and psychology (equity theory) (e.g. Carrell & Dittrich (1978) ). However, we will limit our analysis to the neoclassical theories.
Above-industry premium wages could be empirically confirmed in various studies and have a long history. Probably the widest known example is that of Henry Ford when he introduced his five dollar day in his company, which was analyzed by Raff & Summers (1987) .
Combinations of Human Resource Practices
It is obvious that high commitment HR practices are linked to each other. This is also true for training and premium wages. Workers are more interested in training if their efforts are rewarded with higher wages. If HR practices form a coherent and synergistic bundle, organizations are more likely to enjoy success. This is due to the fact that the high commitment paradigm is more deeply embedded into the culture of the workplace (Marchington & Wilkinson (2005) ). The research of Benson & Lawler (2002) confirms the importance of viewing HR practices as complementary and that the high commitment model in general outperformed more traditional control-oriented work systems despite the fact that the exact combination of practices is uncertain and may be industry-specific. Guest (1997) categorized attempts to examine internal fit of HR practices into three groups. The first group are criterion-specific studies, which describe a number of "best practices" and suggest that the closer organizations get to this list the better their performance will be.
Following this approach, the goal is to detect the bundle that seems to works best and apply this to all organizations. Guest (1997) criticized this universalist approach as it ignores potential differences between organizations, as well as sectors and countries. The second group, following Guest (1997) , is the category, "fit as gestalt", which assumes that synergies between the HR practices are only achievable with the adoption of all these practices. If one is missing, the effect will be lost. Following this theory, an organization that follows the majority of the practices would not be better off than a company that adopts none of them. Finally, the last group Guest (1997) defined as "fit as bundles", where the bundles are additive. Pfeffer (1998) suggests the same idea. Following this framework, the more practices that are in place, the better the effect, as long as some distinctive core exists. Hence it may be possible to follow a large number of high commitment HR practices and ignore others, but still gain from the interactive effect of those that are in place. However, it remains unclear how many practices are needed to make a difference and from which areas of HRM these practices must be drawn. 
Linking HRM and Performance
The relationship between Human Resources Management and performance is becoming a research issue of growing interest. Guest et al. (2000) developed a theoretical path model that is illustrated in figure 1 . It proposes a theory linking together HR strategies on the left hand side and performance outcomes, like quality, productivity and financial performance, on the right hand side. The overall business strategy sets up the HR strategy, which defines the HR practices used in the firm, including the presented high commitment HR practices. The factor HR effectiveness evaluates how well the HR practices fit together. The chosen HR practices together with the HR effectiveness lead to HR outcomes, like increased competence, commitment and flexibility of the employees. The HR outcomes, in turn, may increase the quality of goods and services and the employees' productivity, which, in the long run, should increase the firm's financial performance. MacDuffie (1995) defines three necessary conditions for an impact of HR outcomes on performance. First, employees must possess knowledge and skills that managers lack. Second, employees must be motivated to apply these skills and knowledge through discretionary effort. And finally, the firm's strategy can only be achieved when employees contribute such discretionary effort. In the last two decades, based on this theoretical framework, a number of studies from the US and the UK have explored the links between HRM and performance (e.g. Appelbaum et al. (2000) , Arthur (1994) , Becker & Gerhart (1996) , Pfeffer (1994) ; Pfeffer (1998) , Batt & Doellgast (2003) ; Guest et al. (2000) ; Huselid (1995) ; MacDuffie (1995); Patterson et al. (1997) ). The following table 1 states a list, although not exhaustive, of the results of the studies.
A great majority of these studies find a clear positive relationship between the use of highcommitment HR practices and those companies' operating and financial performance.
Despite these findings, Guest (1997) criticizes that a clear theoretical framework explaining the relationship is still missing. On of the problems with survey research is that, although it may be possible to demonstrate links between HRM and performance, it does not offer a detailed explanation why this might happen. Furthermore, the causal effect is unclear. It could be equally true that firms with high financial performance have more resources to enforce high commitment work practices.
Therefore, in our second hypothesis, we will not postulate a causal relationship between HRM practices and performance but only a positive relationship:
H2: High commitment HRM is positively related to the workers' productivity and to the firms'
performance.
Ownership structure und Human Resource Management
The attention for Corporate Governance has been growing since the early 1990s. Usually, the primary interest was directed to analyze the equity ownership structure, the legal form of the firm, and the composition of the board of directors. However, more recently, some studies have started to explore the influence of Corporate Governance on HRM practices (Gospel & Pendleton (2005) , Konzelmann et al. (2006) ).
Corporate Governance shapes the nature of the relations among the main stakeholders in the firm and, therefore, it plays an important part in fixing the firm's goals. Since Human Resource Management is considered to be one of the most important strategic variables for companies, it is important to know what contribution it makes to achieving the firm's objectives.
For the majority of countries in continental Europe (such as Germany, Spain and France), and the rest of the non-Anglo Saxon world, enterprises are usually controlled by their founders and/or by members of the founder's family, or by other financial or non-financial firms (Becht & Röell (1999) , La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes & Shleifer (1999) ). However, little attention has been paid, so far, to the relationship between different ownership types in small and medium enterprises (SMEs) and their strategic behavior. Hence, we want to look with closer detail on the ownership of families and corporate blockholders.
Family firms
We are going to follow the definition that family firms are owned by a family group to at least 50% and may be furthermore controlled by family members in the management. The competitive advantages of family ownership are analyzed with detail in the literature. Kets de Vries (1996) and Zahra, Korri & Yu (2005) mention long-term orientation, flexibility, speedy decision-making, and family culture as a source of pride and commitment as clear advantages of a family controlled firm.
However, there are also crucial disadvantages, especially regarding Human Resources. Kets de Vries (1996) points out that family firms follow, besides the business objectives, usually also personal objectives of the family members, since a high proportion of the family's wealth is invested in the business. This absence of diversification of the family's investments is expected to lead to larger risk-averse behavior (Demsetz & Lehn (1985) , Fama & Jensen (1985) , Donckels & Frohlich (1991) ). Thus, the family members care more for control than for growth and economic performance (Storey (1994) ), which can be observed in the lower growth rates of family firms when compared to non-family firms (Harris, Martinez & Ward (1994) , Donckels & Lambrecht (1999)) In addition, family firms have been criticized for engaging in nepotism and, in some cases, for failing to provide management training for family members (Reid & Adams (2001) ). Sometimes, especially in the UK, the CEO position is handed over to the eldest son, who may not be best suited for this position (Bloom & Van Reenen (2007) ). This limits the pool of other potential candidates. Moreover, family businesses may be pressured at times to employ, promote or terminate employment for close or extended family members, which leads to inefficiencies.
Family firms may prefer to employ family members in managerial positions, even if they are insufficiently qualified (Gallo & Garcia Pont (1996) ). The tendency that potential managers have to compete with family members during their career and the bias of existing incentive and promotion systems towards family members (Lansberg (1983) ) further reduce the attractiveness of managerial positions and leads to adverse selection (Schulze, Lubatkin & Dino (2003) ).
Furthermore, it may be difficult to judge family members objectively which leads to inefficient decisions and discouragement of other non-family management employees. In fact, Astrachan & Kolenko (1994) suggest that, in a global market with increasingly competitiveness, this limited organizational capability may be one key factor contributing to the short life span of family firms.
Authors like Astrachan & Kolenko (1994) argue that the special relationship between the firm and the family creates a negative influence on tasks such as employee selection, compensation, appraisal and personal development. However, Leon-Guerrero, McCann & Haley Jr. (1998) finds that this negative behaviour decreases with company size. They argue that practices such as formal employee reviews, training, written job descriptions, incentive compensation plans, and career development are used more frequently as family firms grow and develop.
Additionally, Geeraerts (1984) and Daily & Dollinger (1993) have shown that decision-making in family firms is usually centralized with little horizontal differentiation and formalisation.
Many times, lines of authority remain unclear, controls are uninformed, and information systems are poorly developed. Dierickx & Cool (1989) argue that these characteristics limit the opportunities for family firms to acquire resources, especially intangible knowledge-based assets such as technologies, wellknown brands or qualified personnel.
Regarding human resources strategies, Donckels & Frohlich (1991) find that family businesses do care more about the satisfaction of their employees. However, they seem to focus less on other more progressive personnel issues such as participation by employees in decision making and ownership. Furthermore, profit sharing schemes are less represented in family firms and the training and education expenditures are lower. Finally, family businesses seem to provide less information of the manager's policy to their employees.
Another study by Reid & Adams (2001) , who analyzed small and medium Northern Irish family and non-family firms, discovered that family firms are managing their HR less professional than non-family firms. Only 40 percent of the analyzed family firms had a personal or HRM department, compared to 55 percent of the non-family firms, 45 percent of the family firms have a mission statement (non-family firms: 77 percent), and 26 percent of the family firms have a HRM management plan (non-family firms: 34 percent). Regarding employee training, Reid & Adams (2001) find that family firms spend less of their wages bill on training than their nonfamily counterparts and that also fewer employees have access to training activities.
In sum, the theoretical findings seem to support the view of Astrachan & Kolenko (1994) , that family firms, partly due to their limited organizational capability implement less HRM practices than their non-family counterparts. Hence, we formulate our third research hypothesis:
H3: The presence of family control is negatively related with a high commitment HRM strategy.
Corporate Blockholders
In Anglo-Saxon countries, ownership is usually very dispersed. Companies and institutional investors generally hold only small stakes in target companies. However, in continental Europe ownership is much more concentrated. Following Barca & Becht (2001) , the majority of listed companies have a stockholder with a blocking minority of at least 25%. Table 2 shows a crosscountry comparison of the percentage of firms with this blocking minority, also called corporate blockholders. (2000)). In this way, companies with corporate blockholders find it easier to obtain the funds required to grow. In addition, the market anticipates that the participation of the blockholder guarantees efficient control and even financial support should the company run into difficulties. This leads to a reduction in the cost of capital and makes even more financial resources available to the firm (Fernández & Nieto (2006) ).
In addition to the financial advantages a firm experiences, a corporate blockholder can provide technological, commercial and organizational knowledge that firms need to build competitive advantages (Allen & Phillips (2000) ). Furthermore, management quality will improve, because the selection of managers will be based more on objective measures (Bijmolt & Zwart (1994) ) Surprisingly, there is relatively little literature, connecting human resource management with corporate blockholders. However, there is some evidence that companies with corporate blockholders tend to put more attention to the human resources management. Cyr, Johnson & Welbourne (2000) states that venture capitalists are more inclined to invest in firms where top management is engaged in the human resources management decisions. Furthermore, these venture capitalists put pressure on the firms in their investment portfolio to focus more on HRM issues. Analyzing large US companies, Johnson & Greening (1999) , find that pension fund equity was positively related to people and product quality. Also, Perraudin et al. (2008) argue that corporate blockholders make markets more illiquid, which creates more job stability and increases the incentives of the workers to invest in specific human capital.
The same argumentation cannot be applied to public blockholders. When the state holds stakes in companies, politicians may cause the firms to employ excess employees (Boycko & Shleifer (1996) ). Krueger (1990) supposes that firms with state ownership may be pressured to hire politically connected people rather than those best qualified to perform desired tasks. Dewenter & Malatesta (2001) argue that state owned firms may forgo maximum profits in the pursuit of social and political objectives, such as wealth redistribution and the show empirically that state owned firms have both a lower efficiency and a lower profitability than privately owned firms.
Unfortunately, for all relations, the direction of the causal effect is, again, not clear. It may be the case that investors prefer companies with higher developed Human Resource Management.
Thus, we again hypothesize the relationship but not the causality relation.
H4: The presence of a corporate blockholder is positively related to a high commitment HRM
strategy. However, the presence of a public blockholder is not positively related to a high commitment HRM strategy.
Effects of the ownership structure on Human Resource Management
Ownership structure is one of the key features of Corporate Governance and one of the most widely analyzed topics. Clearly, one could think that corporate strategy and performance are influenced by ownership because it is related to different degrees of risk aversion (Thomsen & Pedersen (2000) ) and the firm's resource endowment (Shrader & Simon (1997) ).
However, there are only a handful of studies that try to connect ownership structure with HRM strategy. One of them is the paper of Perraudin et al. (2008) , who developed a theoretical framework that links the two areas.
They argue that, in general, when companies face more pressure from their investors, they have strong incentives to create shareholder value. To maximize the shareholder value, managers have to maximize financial profitability (ROE), which is the quotient of the net result and the capital employed.
As with all ratios, there are two ways to increase their financial profitability: decrease the denominator or increase the numerator. Regarding the denominator, the company can lower the capital employed by buying back shares, an option which is frequently done by listed companies (Ginglinger & L'Her (2006) ). The second alternative is to increase the net result, which is the difference between total income and total costs. Since personal costs usually represent a significant fraction of the total costs, HRM practices can be used as a strategic leverage. Perraudin et al. (2008) distinguished between two strategies:
-The first strategy could be called "defensive" or "low road". The objective is to minimize the labour costs in order to increase profits. This can be achieved by reducing the workforce, or in form of a restrictive pay policy, or through the limitation of training expenditures. Black, Gospel & Pendleton (2007) worked out a similar hypothesis and investigated the impact of stock market activity on the training effort of firms, although they do not obtain any significant results.
-The second strategy could be described as "offensive" or "high road". This strategy acknowledges the fact that the short-term costs of human resources can, over the medium and long run, increase total income and so, both net result and financial profitability. It is based on the idea that productivity and the company's innovation capacity can be increased through motivation of the employees and high expenditures on training, building a long-term competitive advantage. Consequently, a strategy of short-term cost minimization can be at odds with a strategy of maximizing profitability over a longer-term horizon.
Listed companies are more inclined to prevent poor short-term financial results, because any destruction of shareholder value runs the risk of provoking a fall in the stock price. Therefore, Perraudin et al. (2008) argue that listed companies might seek greater control over the variations in profit than non-listed companies. In fact, they might try to exploit the flexibility of the operating costs, especially labor costs, which can be adjusted through the use of flexible forms of employment and flexible pay practices. Firms can use the option to lower the long-term commitment with the workforce by using temporary labor arrangements, through fixed-term contracts, temporal agency workers and subcontracting. In this way, the quantity of the work force can be adjusted in the short term.
Finally, Perraudin et al. (2008) argue that HRM practices are likely to be influenced by the requirements of the growing importance of stock market valuation. They find greater use of flexible contracts in listed companies whose capital is primarily owned by financial funds, both domestic and foreign. This theoretical reasoning fits well with our first hypothesis, which states that firms either follow a high commitment ("high road") or a low commitment ("low road") HR strategy. Deakin & Rebérioux (2007) analyzed the relationship between ownership structure and HR strategy empirically, by comparing the ownership and HRM situation in France and Britain and distinguishing between listed and non-listed firms and the presence of institutional investors.
They find that British companies, due to weak labour laws and intense financial pressures, are unwilling to enter into long-term commitments with employees, and favour a strategy of costcutting and labour intensification, or "low-road" approach.
However, they argue that the situation for listed companies in France is quite different, due to much weaker financial pressures. Furthermore, they find that listed companies use more subcontractors, but interestingly less fixed-term workers and more full-time workers than nonlisted firms. Furthermore, the (hourly) wage levels were higher in the listed firms with stronger stock market pressures. Being listed was positively linked to higher levels of training expenditure and, additionally, the workforce in listed companies appeared to be smaller, after controlling for company size and other factors.
The resulting HRM profile in France is then characterized by two features. First, stock market pressures favour a strong variabilization of labor costs, achieved through wage flexibility and the intense use of temporary contracts. For the latter, the use of subcontraction is used more frequently than fixed-term contracts. Second, listed companies tend to adopt a "high-road" rather than a "low-road" approach towards dealing with labor costs, paying a premium above the industry wage, combined with high training expenditures. Hence, listed companies seem to limit the amount of "core" employees, in which they invest heavily, and outsource the remaining work to subcontractors.
Since Spanish firms share a number of features with French firms concerning financial pressure
and investor structure, we should expect a positive relation between a stock market listing and the use of a high commitment HR strategy.
Research Methodology
While most studies working with Human Resources data use cross-sectional data (see table 1), we will do a longitudinal approach. This enables us to observe differences in the individual behaviour and the chosen strategy across time. Furthermore, we are able to observe trends in the whole sample within the chosen time span.
Sample
The source of the empirical work is the ESEE (Encuesta Sobre Estrategias Empresiales), a firm- 
Variables
In order to test our hypotheses, we make use of a great variety of variable supplied by the ESEE survey, which are summarized and explained in table 3. Furthermore, in table 4, the descriptive statistics for these variables are shown.
In order to define the used HR strategy, we use the two variables explained in the theory:
training expenditure and premium wage. Regarding training expenditures, we can observe that while 58.9 percent do not spend nothing on training at all, the average expenses are €83.89 per worker and year.
The premium wage is calculated as the residual of the following regression: ) ( company, PTIM is the fraction of workers with a medium title and GEFTPP is the average spending of training on each worker. WAGE is the average wage, an employee in the investigated firm earns. In this way, the wage is controlled by industry, the human capital in the company and the investments in training. If the wage is significantly above the predicted wage for a given industry, human capital endowment and training expenditures, it can be considered as a premium wage.
According to the theoretical framework, different independent variables are included into the empirical model. Ownership structure is proxied by various variables defining the owners of the company, in particular family ownership, the presence of a corporate, foreign and public blockholders and the listing on the stock exchange. We find that, in our sample, 35% of the firms are controlled by a family group and, on average, 0.66 family members work in the management. Furthermore, we can observe that, on average, national firms control 31.57% of the companies, while foreign capital owns 17.64% and state capital has stakes of 0.77%. Since the survey includes mainly small and medium enterprises, most of these firms are not listed in the stock exchange, leading to a positive value in only 2.17% of the cases. Finally, 36% of the firms are members of a company group. Additionally, the model is supplemented by exogenous control variables, which have a theoretical and empirically supported impact on the human resources strategy: the companies' size and age, the degree of competition, the R&D spending, the export orientation and the growth rate. From table 4, we can observe that the average firm in the sample has a size of 73 employees and an age of 24.97 years. 37% of the firms are conducting R&D, from which 25% is done internally. As a result, 32% of the companies have yearly process innovation and 22%
improve their products each year on average. In order to analyze the influence of the HR strategy on the workforce characteristics, we include furthermore the proportion of engineers and medium title workers in the workforce, and the shares of temporal staff, full-time staff, part-time staff and subcontracted staff. We find that, on average, 5.38% of the employees are engineers or have a university degree, while 6.60% have a medium title. 16% of the workers are, on average, temporal staff, 79% are full-time and 2%
part-time employed. 3% of the staff is subcontracted.
Moreover, to measure the relation of HR strategy and companies' performance, we collect information on the export propensity, growth rates, profitability (gross operation margin) and productivity (productivity per worker as value added) of the firms. We observe that 63% of the firms are exporting and export grow at an average rate of 169% per year. This high value is biased by a few firms that experienced extreme export growth rates. The average sales growth rate is 8% and the firms in our sample export on average 19% of their sales. Regarding productivity, the average value added per worker is 45,520€ and the average profitability of the firms is 8.73%.
Finally, we include industry and legal form dummies to control for legal and industry specific effects. Table 5a shows the distribution of the 20 industries in the sample, while table 5b shows the distribution of the legal forms. We can observe that the firms are evenly distributed over the industry, with a slight focus on metal products, food and tobacco and textiles. Regarding the legal forms, there is a clear dominance of public and private limited companies.
Disproportionally few firms follow the legal forms of workers cooperatives (in Spanish:
Sociedad anónima laboral (SAL)) and cooperatives.
Analysis technique
The analysis consists of three steps. First, we analyze the HRM strategy of the firms. For this purpose, we concentrate on two variables: premium wages and average training per worker. We calculate the industry averages and quartiles of both variables and can classify the firms in a three-by-three matrix, as shown in figure 2. We define firms, which are in the top 25% quartile in either training or salary and at least in the middle 50% in one of them, as firms with a high commitment HRM strategy. If firms are among the top companies in both areas, they follow a highest commitment HRM strategy. Companies that pay wages below the average and moreover do not train their workers, are classified as companies with a lowest commitment HRM strategy. We also classify firms as low commitment HRM if they are in the medium area in either wages or training but in the low area in on of it. Firms with high training expenditures and low salaries, or vice versa, or with medium commitment in both dimensions are classified as being in a state of transition; either aiming for a high or a low commitment HRM strategy.
Figure 2: Classification of the HR strategy
As a second step, the long-term effects of a chosen HRM strategy are evaluated, in particular the company's performance, growth rates, export propensity and productivity. Of special interest are companies that changed their HRM strategy from low commitment to high commitment or vice versa. We will analyze the changes in performance especially for those firms.
Finally, we want to investigate the relationship between the ownership structure and the choice of the HRM strategy. Especially the prevalence of family firms and corporate blockholders is of our interest. For this reason, we run logit regressions, with the high commitment HRM strategy as the dependent variable and the ownership variable as independent variables.
Results
The HR Strategies of the Firms
We start the discussion of the results with an overview of the HR strategies the firms in the sample pursue, as shown in table 6. We can observe that the majority of the firms (19.48%) are in the lower quartile of wages and do not supply training to their workers (group 1). Together with the firms of group 2 and group 4, these companies follow a low commitment HRM strategy, and represent 55.03% of all observations, as shown in table 7. On the other hand, 2,448 firms (20.37%) follow a high commitment HRM strategy from which 5.29% are in the top groups in both training spendings and premium wages. Furthermore, many firms (24.60%) are found in a transition state. These firms are in the top groups of either training spendings or premium wages but not in both dimensions. Table 8 shows a comparison of the means in the of HR strategies. We put special focus on the comparison of the variables between firms with a low commitment HR strategy and the firms with a high commitment HR strategy. Most differences, tested with an ANOVA test, were statistically significant with 99% confidence. An interesting fact is that the family influence is lower for high commitment firms. Only 22.2%
of the firms are controlled by families, compared to 40.0% for low commitment companies.
Additionally, less family members are employed in the management of the firm (0.22 members compared to 0.87 members). Furthermore, a higher fraction of the high commitment firms have corporate blockholders (70.4% compared 17.2%), foreign blockholders (45.0% to 5.2%) the state as a blockholder (1.2% to 0.4%). Firms following a high commitment HR strategy are also more frequently member of a company group (72.4% to 16.0%). We can also observe that firms that follow a high commitment HR strategy are more frequently listed in the stock exchange (5.6% compared to 0.7%).
Firms that have a high commitment HR strategy are on average larger (274 compared to 34 employees) and older (36.4 to 20.5 years). Moreover, high commitment firms are exposed to a lower degree of competition (1.608 to 2.207). This may be due to the fact that high commitment firms are more innovative and more diversified.
Regarding the R&D spendings, we can observe that high commitment firms spend more on R&D per worker both externally and internally (1179.9 to 149.2 and 1780.7 to 296.0).
Furthermore, they conduct relatively more research internally (45.2% compared to 11.4%) and less firms conduct no R&D at all (31.0% compared to 82.1%). The higher spending on R&D results in more process (45.1% to 21.3%) and product innovation (34.2% to 11.7%)
Regarding the characteristics of the workforce, we can observe that high commitment firms employ more engineers and employees with university degrees (7.9% to 4.3%), more workers with medium title (8.8% to 5.4%) and they make more use of direct recruiting from university (49.8% to 12.0%). They use less temporal staff (9.4% to 17.4%), less part time staff (1.2% to 2.4%) and more full time staff (88.7% to 74.6%). For the use of subcontracted staff, no statistically significant difference can be found.
Finally, we can observe that more firms with a high commitment HR strategy export their products than firms with a low commitment HR strategy (89.7% compared to 47.3%).
Additionally, the export orientation, measured by the exports over the sales is higher for high commitment companies (33.6% compared to 11.4%). Regarding the performance variables, we can observe that the firms with a high commitment HR strategy have a clearly higher productivity per worker (75.4 compared to 34.1). Additionally, the gross operating margin is slightly but significantly higher (9.9 to 8.0). No statistical significant difference can be observed for sales and export growth. The results suggest that high commitment and low commitment HR strategies coexist and are relatively stable, compared to the transition state. Hence, we can confirm the first hypothesis.
High Commitment HR and Performance
Next, we want to analyze the relation of the HR strategies to the companies' performance. For this reason, we define two dummy variables, signalling the use of a high commitment HR strategy. The first variable is HIGHHRM, which takes the value 1, of a firm pursues a high commitment HR strategy and the value 0 for both low commitment HR and transition state. In contrast, the variable HIGHHRM-REDUCED, which again takes the value 1 if a firm pursues a high commitment strategy, now, takes the value 0 only if the firm follows a low commitment HR strategy. Therefore, firms in the transition state are omitted. We choose to use two variables to carry out two different partitions inside the population of firms. By excluding the firms in transition in the second measure, we hope to get clearer evidence of the differences and we think this can help us to clarify some of the effects between the HR strategy and performance across firms.
We use various measures of performance, the workers' productivity (PTN), the gross operating margin (MBE), the sales growth, the export propensity and the export growth. The correlation matrix in table 11 shows that the use of a high commitment HR strategy is correlated positively and statistically significant to both workers' productivity and to the gross operating margin, which are also correlated strongly to each other. Furthermore, it is correlated statistically significant to the export propensity and, slightly, to export growth. However, sales growth is not related to the use of high commitment HRM. To control for the influence of other variables, we perform regressions. Since the same firms were asked repeatedly over various years, the observations are not independent and we cannot use a pooled regression. In order to see the isolated effect of the HR strategy, we therefore use panel data regressions.
Furthermore, we include a number of control variables, which could have an influence on the firms' performance as well. First, the size and the age are included. Second, we incorporate the degree of competition, because strong competition might lower the profitability. Third, we control for the ownership structure, in particular family control, corporate and foreign blockholders and public ownership. Fourth, the human capital of the firms is incorporated by the fraction of engineers and medium title workers. Finally, industry and legal form dummies are included into the model.
Regarding the estimators, we start our analysis with random effects. However, a statistically significant Hausman test revealed that an estimator with fixed effects may be more consistent.
Additionally, we apply the modified test of Wald for Heteroskedasticity and a Wooldridge test for autocorrelation. While we find significant heteroskedasticity in our data, we do not find any evidence for autocorrelation. We therefore apply a model using Panel Corrected Standard Errors (PCSE) 4 controlling for heteroskedasticity and fixed effects with year-dummies and thus controlling for macroeconomic effects.
However, fixed effects could be problematic because of the high number of firms and the relative low numbers of years. For this reason, we present the results of the fixed effects model parallel to the random effects model.
For the random effect models (1) and (2), which are shown in table 12, we see that both proxies of high commitment HRM, HIGHHRM and HIGHHRM-REDUCED have a statistically significant positive influence on the productivity per worker. Regarding the controls, the models show that the size and the age of the firm, a corporate and a foreign blockholder and qualified staff have a positive influence on the workers' productivity. The results suggest that bigger and older firms have optimized their operations and are able to obtain a higher productivity.
Furthermore, corporate and foreign blockholders may exert pressure to improve the company's operations. The effect of state ownership is negative, confirming our hypothesis that the objective of a public blockholder is not to maximize performance, including productivity. For the degree of competition and family ownership no statistically significant effect on the productivity per worker can be found. The models are capable of explaining 29.0% and 33.2% of the workers' productivity variance.
The PCSE models (3) and (4) with fixed effects show very similar results. Again, the variables HIGHHRM and HIGHHRM-REDUCED are highly significant positive related with productivity. Interestingly, the relation between competition and productivity is now negative.
An explanation for this puzzling result might be measurement problems for the competition and productivity variable. First, the competition variable is measured in an ordinal way and does not incorporate the market share of the firm. Thus it is not clear if the firm, in a competitive market is the market leader or has only a minor market share. Second, productivity is measured as value added per worker. Firms, in highly competitive industries, may be able to obtain only a small margin between input and output prices and therefore experience a smaller value added per worker, resulting in lower degrees of productivity. Table 12 also shows the results for the gross operating margin as dependent variable. Again, in the random effects model (5) and (6), the variables HIGHHRM and HIGHHRM-REDUCED are statistically significant and have a positive influence on the profitability. Regarding the controls, company size has a significant positive relation with profitability in model (5) but not in model (6). The same happens with the company age, which has a statistically significant negative effect of profitability in model (5) but not in model (6). The observed differences between model (5) and model (6) may be due to the fact that model (6) excludes the firms in transition state and, therefore, less observations are included. Another explanation may be that outliers lower the significance of the AGE-and SIZE-coefficients. Regarding the existence of the state as a blockholder, both models find a statistically significant negative effect on workers'
productivity. However, in contrast to the models (1) and (2), corporate and foreign blockholders have no significant effect on the profitability. For the human resources, interestingly, only the fraction of medium title workers have a significant effect on the profitability, while the fraction of engineers does not have a significant influence. The models explain with 2.6% and 2.8% only a small fraction of the variance of the profitability.
The models (7) and (8) show the PCSE estimations. Both variables HIGHHRM and HIGHHRM-REDUCED are statistically significant. In contrast to the models (5) and (6), competition becomes statistically significant negative. This makes sense, since firms in high competitive industries usually have a lower profitability. Furthermore, the presence of a foreign blockholder, is negatively related to profitability. An explanation may be that foreign blockholders put pressure on firms to invest more today, especially in Human Resources, lowering the profitability now, in order to obtain higher rates of profitability in the future. More dynamic analyzes should be run to confirm this. Finally, the human capital endowment, again, is highly significant related to profitability.
Analyzing the export propensity, the models (9) and (10) show that the proxies of high commitment HRM, HIGHHRM and HIGHHRM-REDUCED, are statistically significant and have a positive effect on the export propensity. Furthermore, company size, age and the presence of corporate and foreign blockholders influence the export probability positively.
However, for the presence of the state as a blockholder, no statistically significant effect on exports can be found. The models explain 60.8% and 58.7% of the variance are therefore capable to predict exports quite well. Finally, we use a model with the export growth as dependent variable (models (11) and (12)).
Here, only the variable HIGHHRM is statistically significant at 90% confidence, while HIGHHRM-REDUCED, although with a positive sign, is not statistically significant.
Surprisingly, the presence of a corporate blockholder has a statistically significant negative effect on the export growth. This may be due to the fact that national corporate blockholders are more focused on the national market. This argument is supported by the fact that effect of a foreign blockholder on the export growth is statistically significant positive at 95% confidence.
For the rest of the control variables we cannot find any significant relation to the export growth.
Also the PCSE models (13) and (14) are not able to improve the result. Here, only foreign blockholders have a significant positive effect on export growth. Furthermore, the explanatory power in all models is very low. We have to conclude that export growth and the choice of the HR strategy are not related.
In summary, we find a positive relationship between the use of a high commitment strategy and both the workers' productivity and the gross operating margin. Therefore, we can confirm the second hypothesis.
Next, we will look especially at firms that have changed their HR strategy from low commitment or from a transition state to high commitment and vice versa. We want to know if these companies are experiencing superior results in the years after the switch to the new strategy. Figure 3 illustrates this idea. The HR strategy is changed in period t towards a high commitment strategy or towards a low commitment strategy. We then observe the workers' productivity and the firms' profitability in the periods t-1, t, t+1, t+2 and t+3. The results are presented in table 13.
Figure 3: Chronology of a HR strategy change
For the switch towards a high commitment HR strategy, we observe two characteristics. First, the firms changing their strategy in period t, already show higher levels of productivity and profitability in the period before (t-1). This suggests that firms that are considering a high commitment HR strategy, already have a more productive workforce and more profitable operations. Second, while for the control group, without strategy changes, the productivity and profitability remains nearly constant, the firms that switch to the high commitment strategy t t-1 t+1 t+2 t+3
Change in the HR strategy increase significantly both their productivity from 59.84 in t-1 to 74.00 in t+3 and their profitability from 9.28 in t-1 to 9.72 in t+3. We furthermore look at changes in productivity and profitability for changes towards a low commitment HR strategy. As expected, we observe that the productivity decreases with the change of the strategy and in the following years, but seems to stabilize itself in the second and third year after the switch. For the profitability, we can observe a similar pattern. After a decrease in the year of the strategy switch, profitability begins to rise and obtains a higher value than the control group in the third year after the strategy switch (8.64 to 7.78). This could respond to two possible explanations. First, the profitability rise could be a short term event due to the lowering of the wages. In the long term however, profitability should decrease again. The second explanation would be that the strategy switch is an intended choice of the companies' managers because a low commitment strategy fits better to the overall company's strategy (e.g. low cost strategy). In this case, the increased profitability would be sustained.
Changes to high or low commitment HR strategies happen across all industries, i.e. we cannot find a bias toward a specific industry.
In sum, the results confirm the second hypothesis, although they show that an increase of the profitability could also be obtained by switching towards a low commitment HR strategy.
Ownership Structure and High Commitment HR
As a last step, we will analyze the relationship between the ownership structure and the choice of the HR strategy. We run logit estimations with the high commitment HR strategy dummy as dependent variable. As independent variables we include all variables explaining the ownership structure: Family control, corporate, foreign and public blockholder, the fact of belonging to a company group and the listing on the stock exchange. As control variables we include again the size and the age of the company, competition, human capital endowment and industry and legal form dummies. In the models (1) and (2), we can observe for family owned firms a statistically significant negative effect on the choice of a high commitment HR strategy. This means that these firms are more likely to follow a low commitment strategy, which confirms our third hypothesis.
We find in both models the presence of a corporate or foreign blockholder to be statistically significant positively related to the choice of a high commitment HR strategy. If the firm is member of a company group (PERSOC), we can find a strong statistically significant positive influence on the choice of a high commitment strategy. The explanation may be similar to that of corporate and foreign blockholders. Company groups, which tend to be big and experienced, may pressure management towards high commitment HRM.
Being listed on the stock exchange has a positive effect and is statistically significant in the model (2). Firms listed in the stock exchange may generally face more pressures from shareholders to optimize the operations and their strategy. Since, as shown before, the high commitment HR strategy is related with higher productivity and profitability, investors may exert pressure to follow a high commitment HR strategy.
Regarding the control variables, we find that company size and company age have a statistically significant positive effect on the use of a high commitment HR strategy. Bigger and older firms may have more resources and experience to employ a high commitment HR strategy, which, in the long run, could be beneficial to the firm.
To test the robustness of the models, we repeat the analysis with the high commitment HR strategy as lagged variables (one or two years). The results are presented in table 15 and are very similar and consistent, which proofs the robustness of our model. Interestingly, in the long term, the human capital of the firms is related with a high commitment HR strategy, as shown in the models (5) and (6). High fractions of highly qualified people could induce firms to follow a high commitment HR strategy in the future. In order to analyze the effect of family control with more detail, we first conduct an analysis of means for the productivity, profitability and the probability of following a high commitment HR strategy, depending on family control and having a corporate or foreign blockholdes. The results are shown in table 16. Of special interest is the right hand side. We can observe that both a corporate blockholder and a foreign blockholder increase on average the productivity, the profitability and the probability of following a high commitment HR strategy, when the firm is controlled by a family group.
To investigate this effect in more detail, we conduct more logit regressions, which are presented in table 17. First, in the models (7) and (8), we analyze the combination of family ownership and the presence of a corporate blockholder. The first dummy variable is enabled for firms with family control and a foreign blockholder, while the second dummy variable shows firms with family control without a foreign blockholder. We can observe that only the coefficient for family firms without a corporate blockholder is significantly negative. If the family firm has a corporate blockholder, the negative effect disappears. The same effect can be observed for the presence of a foreign blockholder in the models (9) and (10). The results suggest that corporate and foreign blockholders may help family firms to incorporate new technologies and strategies and thus mitigate the negative effect of family control.
Next, in the models (11) and (12) we have separated the family firms again in two groups. In the first group are firms that are owned by a family but employ a professional management team without involvement of family members. In the second group we find firms that are family owned and have family members in the management. Our results suggest that family ownership alone is not negatively related to the choice of a high commitment HR strategy. Only if ownership is combined with family members in management, we will observe a statistically significant negative effect on the choice of a high commitment HR strategy.
Again, corporate and foreign blockholders, the belonging to a company group, and the listing on the stock exchange have a positive effect on the choice of a high commitment HR strategy.
Regarding competition, we can now observe a negative coefficient, i.e. the higher the competition, the lower the probability of following a high commitment HR strategy. Two explications may apply for this. First, in high competition industries, the cost pressures may be so high that a high commitment HR strategy is not feasible. The second explanation could be that firms with a high commitment HR strategy have the capability to diversify themselves and thus lower the levels of competition.
Conclusions
This study provides a further understanding of the relationship between ownership structure and HR strategy. Using Spanish panel data, we are able to analyze the HR strategies the firms are following, the relation between the HR strategy and performance and other firm-specific characteristics, and the effects of various ownership structures on the choice of following a high commitment HR strategy. Analysis is done using linear and logit regressions for panel data.
Our first results show that two stable equilibria for HR strategies exist, a low commitment HR strategy, with firms supplying very low training or none at all and paying wages below the industry average, and a high commitment HR strategy, with firms paying premium wages above the industry standard and high spendings on training. A third group of firms is situated in a transition state, which is unstable and its members are pursuing either a high-or low commitment HR strategy.
Secondly, we showed that there is a clear relation between the HR strategy and performance.
Firms, following a high commitment HR strategy have, on average, a higher productivity and profitability than firms with a low commitment HR strategy and firms that are in a transition state. Furthermore, we find high commitment firms to export more frequently. When firms change their HR strategy towards high commitment, both the productivity and profitability rise on average in the following years. However, profitability can also rise also when the firm switches towards a low commitment HR strategy, which may fit more to the firm's overall strategy. In summary, the results support the theory of Guest et al. (2000) and the findings of most studies dealing with this topic.
Thirdly, our results indicate that there is a strong relation between the ownership structure and the choice of a HR strategy. Firms, controlled by a family group, are less likely to follow a high commitment HR strategy, which supports our hypothesis that family ownership may lead to limited organizational capability and suboptimal HR decisions. However, when we separate family control in family ownership and family management, we observe that only family management is related negatively to the use of a high commitment HR strategy but not the family ownership alone. Furthermore, the negative effect can be mitigated by the corporate or foreign blockholders, who may put pressure on the family firm.
Corporate and foreign blockholders, taken alone, are positively related to the choice of a high commitment HR strategy. Again, our hypothesis is supported that corporate and foreign blockholders facilitate firms the access to new technologies and strategies. In some cases, they may also exert pressure on management to follow a high commitment HR strategy, since in the long run, it promises higher productivity and profitability. The same argument holds for firms that belong to a company group, which we also confirm with our data.
The same positive relation cannot be found for public blockholders. The companies, in which the state holds a stake, are less likely to follow a high commitment HR strategy, although the effect is not significant in all regressions. This, again, confirms our hypothesis that public blockholders do not follow a profit maximization strategy and do therefore not consider a high commitment HR policy.
While a high commitment strategy is strongly positively related with company size and age, we find a negative relation with the degree of competition. This could be due to cost pressures in highly competitive markets or due to diversification capabilities of high commitment HR strategy firms.
In sum, our results suggest that it may be beneficial for many firms to follow a high commitment HR strategy. However, for some firms it may also be advantageous following a low commitment strategy if it corresponds with its overall strategy. It appears that in this aspect, family firms have a competitive disadvantage and they should open themselves to this form of HR strategy. Since family firms with corporate or foreign blockholders do not show a negative effect on high commitment HR strategy choice, a corporate or foreign blockholder may help to put pressure on management for a strategy change.
The paper is the first to analyze the relation between ownership structure and Human Resource strategy in Spain and offers substantial new insights. As argued by Deakin & Rebérioux (2007) ; Perraudin et al. (2008) , firms follow either a "high road" or "low road" HRM approach, corresponding to our high commitment and low commitment definitions. A third transition state is unstable. We also find that listed companies are more likely to follow a high commitment HR strategy, accordantly to Deakin & Rebérioux (2007) 's result of French companies.
We show that in many cases a high commitment HR strategy is beneficial. It does not only have advantages for the firms because of the resulting productivity and profitability, but also to the employees, because they will receive higher compensation and more training than in firms with a low commitment HR strategy. Additionally, investors should focus more on high commitment firms, since they promise a higher return on investment.
As common in the literature using ownership structure measures, we might encounter problems of endogeneity, i.e. ownership structure may be the result of strategic and other variables of the firms. More sophisticated econometric measures like the differences-in-differences approach may mitigate these problems. 
